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that the conclusions of that work are very interesting but that they are "not
based on any precise experimental proof." Le Chatelier insists above all
on the fact that in the bending tests on the cemented bars "the fracture of
the cemented zone produces a crack, equivalent to a very sharp cut, the
presence of which is sufficient to cause the breaking, through brittleness, of
the greater part of soft steels. It would have been necessary, therefore, in
order to obtain comparable results, to carry out the comparative tests on
non-cemented bars after having made in them a cut as sharp as possible,"
which Lecarme did not do.

Le Chatelier adds that "it must, however, be acknowledged that Braune's
experiments on the harmful influence of nitrogen lend a certain probability
to the facts announced by Lecarme, for in the usual processes of cementation
the nitrogen is the carrying agent of the carbon.'1

As to the possibility, alluded to by Lecarme, of regenerating steel made
brittle by cementation, Le Chatelier says he long since pointed out to various
works a process capable of producing such an effect. We shall treat of this
later.

Answering briefly Le Chatelier's observations,1 Lecarme admits their
justice but adds that he has been able to establish by means of a series of
experiments that the difference in brittleness between the cemented bars and
those simply heated persists, though to a less marked degree, even when the
bending tests are executed on specimens obtained by removing, with an emery
wheel, the brittle carburized zone. The later data reported by Lecarme are,
however, absolutely insufficient to establish either the importance or even
the reality of the phenomena. Precise investigations on this line would
certainly be of great use.

On January 15, 1906, appeared an article by Ledebur,2 in which the
celebrated German metallurgist harshly criticises the work (reviewed a few
pages back3) published two years before by Guillet in the Memoires de la
Sociite des Ing&nieurs Cimls de France,

Ledebur states that he has not read Guillet's work in the original text and
that in his criticism he refers to the review of that article published about a
year and a half before in Stahl und Eisen. He then explains the delay in the
appearance of his criticisms by a long illness which he has suffered in the mean-
time and by the long time required by investigations on an industrial scale,
which he has thought necessary to make as a basis for his objections, not
considering as sufficient experiments carried out in the laboratory on a small
scale.

The very full review of Guillet's work to which Ledebur refers4 is com-

1 Rewe de M&alhirgie, 1905, pp. 720-721.

2 Stahl und Eisen, 1906, Vol. XXVI, pp. 72-75.

3 See p. 46 et seq,

4 Stahl und Eisen, Sept., 1904, pp. 1058-1064.